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The purpose of this study was to compare the reliability of a common school choral festival adjudication form with that of a second form that is a more descriptive extension of the first. Specific research questions compare the interrater reliabilities of each form, the differences in mean scores of all dimensions between the forms, and the concurrent validity of the forms. Analysis of correlations between all possible pairs of four judges determined that the interrater reliability of the second form was stronger than that of the traditional form. Moderate correlations between the two forms further support the notion that the two forms measured the dimensions in somewhat different ways, suggesting the second form offered more specific direction in the evaluation of the choral performances. The authors suggest continued development of language and descriptors within a rubric that might result in increased levels of interrater reliability and validity in each dimension.
In the United States, curriculum development programs sanctioned by state and federal departments of education include specific standards or benchmarks that define learning outcomes for teachers and students. Likewise, music education curriculum includes specific standards to be achieved by students (MENC, 1994 (Asmus, 1999; Gordon, 2002; Radocy & Boyle, 1989; Whitcomb, 1999) .
A rubric provides guidance to music educators about how to accomplish and assess learning standards in performance (Whitcomb, 1999) . This is done with the use of criteria that describe several achievement levels for each aspect of a given task or performance. With criteria that describe the component parts of given tasks and performance, music educators are bound to specificity, not conjecture. Both music teachers and their students tend to prefer this type of specificity over more global evaluation (Rader, 1993) .
The key elements of a rubric are its dimensions and the descriptors. The dimension is a musical performance outcome to be assessed, while the descriptors serve to define the range of achievement levels within the dimension (Asmus, 1999 (Gordon, 2002) . It seems that a balance of dimensions with an optimal number of criteria for each dimen-sion is most desirable when developing rating scales.
Historically, there has been steady interest in the reliability of musical performance evaluation. Fiske's (1975) Figure 1 ) for a morning session and the detailed rubric (Form B, Figure 2) (Stutheit, 1994) . Moreover, research suggests that &dquo;other factors&dquo; weakly correlates with other musical dimensions as well as total scores and overall ratings (Burnsed, Hinkle, & King, 1985; Garman, Barry, & DeCarbo, 1991) . As is customary, both forms had places for total score and rating as well as a scale to determine the overall rating.
The language of Form B was based on that from a rubric used at one time in Washington State (Brummond, 1986 rank-order data. Because the judges' scores of the current study were perceived as interval data (the distances between 1 and 2, 2 and 3, etc., were considered equal or intervallic), interrater reliability estimates in the current study were derived from an intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC), which not only indicates consistency, but also accounts for actual agreements of ratings among judges (McGraw & Wong, 1996) . Because three judge panels are the norm at high school choral festivals, the ICCs were computed using all four judges' scores as well as each of the four possible combinations of three judges. Intraclass correlation was also used to examine the concurrent validity of the two rubrics' dimension scores, total scores, and overall ratings. Table 1 . Each dimension on Form B was rated lower than its counterpart on Form A (since the number &dquo;1&dquo; is considered the &dquo;best&dquo; score, lower scores or ratings are indicated by higher numbers). Paired-samples t-tests revealed significant differences between forms at the .05 level or lower in the following dimensions: tone ( t = -2.27, p = .027), diction ( t = -2.40, p=.02), blend ( t = -3.36, p = .001 ) , intonation ( t = -2.34, p = .023), rhythm ( t = -2.80, p = .007), balance ( = -4.09, p < .001 ) , total score ( = -3.94, p < .001), and rating ( (Garman, Barry, & DeCarbo, 1991; Bergee, 1988 Bergee, , 1989 Bergee, , 1993 Bergee, , 1997 Bergee, , 2003 The additional analysis of the means of dimensions, total score, and overall ratings corroborates the above comments (see Table 1 and above t-test results). Form B yielded significantly different ratings in every dimension except interpretation, suggesting that the adjudicators in this setting rated the choirs more severely when using Form B. This finding contradicts previous research (Bergee & Platt, 2003; Bergee & Westfall, 2005) (Asmus, 1999; Gordon, 2002; Whitcomb, 1999) . The goal of all assessment research should focus on the development of reliable and valid tools that are specific enough to provide diagnostic feedback for conductors and performers, yet global enough to allow for artistic expression.
